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Abstract 
 
This PhD research project will establish the contribution the concept of ‘Reconnecting the 
Interrupted Landscape’ can make to the ethically responsible design of critically impaired 
(interrupted) landscapes. The research problem is identified in an era when the occurrence 
of these landscape types seems to be increasing, and it is of significant concern to respond 
in ‘sustainable’ – ethically responsible – ways. It is a contention of this research that in or-
der to respond a shift to a new ethical position is required; expanding on the ecocentric 
environmental ethic to recognise that human culture is part of ecosystems, not a separate, 
dominant force. This research project is positioned at the intersection of this ethical position 
and contemporary theory and practice in landscape architecture. Recent work on “systems 
aesthetics” [1] and landscape “strategy design” [2] inform the concept of, and approach to 
design proposed for landscape reconnection, taking hybrid ecological-cultural systems as 
their operational metaphor. As yet this is an area of landscape architecture in which schol-
arship and practice are in their early stages, and this research project aims to make a 
significant contribution to this developing field. 
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Introduction 
 
This PhD research project will establish the contribution that a concept called ‘Reconnect-
ing the Interrupted Landscape’ can make to the ethically responsible design of critically 
impaired (interrupted) landscapes. The concept was developed through my ML’scapeArch 
research, and the central objective of my PhD research will be achieved through the de-
velopment of this concept into a theoretical framework to support design practice. This 
framework will be evaluated against existing cases of landscape interruption, and redevel-
oped in response. This paper provides an overview of the initial concept, the proposed 
research process, and the findings of a preliminary literature review. 
 
The Concept of Reconnecting the Interrupted Landscape 
 
The research undertaken for my ML’scapeArch comprised an investigation into the poten-
tial contribution of cultural landscape theory to the rehabilitation of Australian open-cut 
coal mining landscapes. Through reviews of history and literature, and the application of 
findings to an operational open-cut coal mine, the concept of Reconnecting the Interrupted 
Landscape was developed, as briefly outlined here. 
 
The interrupted landscape is a place which has been interrupted materially: existing land 
and associated elements have been intentionally removed by human action. It is a cultural 
landscape expansion of the landscape ecological concept of the “disturbance patch” [3]. 
The removal of land and associated elements leads to the following: 
 
• Interruption of ecological systems: ecological processes of a place have been sig-
nificantly impaired or destroyed. 
• Interruption of cultural systems: physical manifestations of cultural associations 
with a place have been significantly altered or erased. 
 
Thus, in the interrupted landscape the ‘total ecosystem’ has been ruptured, severing or 
erasing systems all along the “continuum between human nature and nonhuman nature” 
[1]. ‘Total ecosystem’ is a term developed in my ML’scapeArch research to denote the 
hybrid ecological-cultural landscape; adapted from Egler’s “Total Human Ecosystem” [4]. 
 
Interruptions create metaphorical “wounds” in the landscape, and when the purposes for 
which they were created cease, these wounds need to “heal” from the edges, a process 
here referred to as ‘reconnection’. The design of “catalytic frameworks” as described by 
Corner [2] is proposed for introduction into the interrupted landscape. These create condi-
tions for reconnected relationships to evolve rather than be pre-determined. As the healing 
tissue of the interrupted landscape is gradually knitted back into the surrounding hybrid 
landscape matrix, the total ecosystem is reconnecting and may even be enhanced. Interrup-
tions themselves also become part of the reconnecting landscape, and like scar tissue, 
traces may remain as part of the landscape cultural heritage. Thus, it is important to con-
sider what remains when a landscape is interrupted. Two elements are identified here: 
 
• The hybrid ecosystems of the surrounding landscape, formed through overlapping 
human and nonhuman processes; 
• The myths and narratives which are part of the “spiritual inheritance of values and 
customs” [5]. 
 
Consideration is needed of which systems, processes, histories, memories, myths, narra-
tives and values should inform the reconnecting landscape, particularly in areas where 
these may be in conflict. A landscape should ideally be interpreted prior to interruption, in 
order to discover the systems and elements manifest and embedded within it. 
 
Figure 1 has been adapted 
from Low’s six types of 
symbolic connection be-
tween people and place [6] 
to propose a model for the 
physical, social and cultural 
interpretation of the pre-
interruption, and indeed 
post-interruption landscape. 
Where land has already been 
interrupted, interpretation of 
the pre-interruption land-
scape still should occur, 
reliant on physical landscape 
form, relics, records, and 
memories. 
 
Pre-interruption land-uses 
may be found to have been 
ecologically and culturally 
exploitative. Preparatory to 
Physical connections: 
•Ecological: topographical; geological; hydrological; 
vegetative; animal 
•Settlement patterns 
•Pathways 
 
Social connections: 
•Genealogical 
•Loss: land; community; livelihood 
•Economic: ownership; inheritance; livelihood; politics 
 
Cultural connections: 
•Cosmological: religious; spiritual; mythological 
•Narrative: naming; storytelling 
•Ordinarily sacred 
•Symbolic landscape 
•Pathways: religious; spiritual; mythological; secular 
Total  
Ecosystem 
Fig 1: Connections within the pre-interruption landscape 
forming the total ecosystem. Adapted from [6]. 
the design of a catalytic framework to facilitate reconnection, judgements must be made 
about which aspects should be reconnected, and which need improvement. The aim should 
be a balancing of social and cultural inclusiveness with the health of the total ecosystem. 
This may involve drawing on invisible elements to inform design, such as recognition of 
Indigenous cultural landscapes, and of vegetation communities which may have once 
thrived in the area. 
 
The PhD Research Process 
 
The findings of my ML’scapeArch research were that the concept of Reconnecting the 
Interrupted Landscape has the potential for application to a wider set of landscape types. 
As the concept was developed in response to a particular landscape type and condition, i.e. 
Australian open-cut coal mining landscapes, it now requires expansion and theoretical 
testing for wider applicability. This will be undertaken through the application of my PhD 
research plan as outlined in Table 1, which includes the proposed chapters of the final PhD 
dissertation. The methods will not be discussed in detail in this paper; however a few im-
portant points will be touched upon. 
 
Table 1: PhD research plan 
 
9 Conclusion i: to evaluate the contribution of the Theoretical Framework to 
support ethically responsible design of interrupted landscapes. 
 
8 Discussion g: to evaluate the robustness and flexibility of the Theoretical 
Framework in response to real-world conditions. 
h: to expand and/or refine the Theoretical Framework. 
•Multiple-case Study: 
Cross-Case Synthesis 
•Redevelopment of 
Theoretical Framework 
7 Multiple-case 
Study: Case 2 
f: to interpret the specific spatial, temporal, cultural and ecologi-
cal conditions of pre and post disaster landscapes. 
g: to evaluate the robustness and flexibility of the Theoretical 
Framework in response to real-world conditions. 
•Multiple-case Study: 
Explanation Building 
6 Multiple-case 
Study: Case 1 
f: to interpret the specific spatial, temporal, cultural and ecologi-
cal conditions of contrasting real-world pre-interruption, 
interruption, and post-interruption landscapes. 
g: to evaluate the robustness and flexibility of the Theoretical 
Framework in response to real-world conditions. 
•Multiple-case Study: 
Explanation Building 
5 Theoretical  
Framework 
e: to develop the concept of Reconnecting the Interrupted Land-
scape into an applicable theoretical framework for ethically 
responsible design responses. 
•Development of 
Theoretical Framework 
4 Landscape  
Architecture  
Literature Review 
d: to explore and evaluate relevant current approaches within 
landscape architecture. 
•Literature Review 
3 Environmental 
Ethics Literature 
Review 
b: to explore and evaluate relevant current approaches within 
environmental ethics. 
c: to develop an environmental ethic as the ideological basis for a 
theoretical framework to support the design of interrupted land-
scapes. 
•Literature Review. 
2 Methodology   
1 Introduction a: to describe the scope and potential of the concept of Recon-
necting the Interrupted Landscape. 
 
Proposed Chapters Research Objectives Methods 
A preliminary consideration of the concept as proposed in my ML’scapeArch research re-
veals several important aspects which need to be challenged and redefined in this project. 
For example, the statement that in the interrupted landscape “the existing land and associ-
ated elements have been intentionally removed by human action” limits the definition by 
suggesting that all land and elements are removed, and that the removal occurs only by 
human hands. This, and other challenges to the initial concept, will be explored and devel-
oped through the review of literature in Chapter 4, and inform the development of an 
initial theoretical framework in Chapter 5, as outlined in Table 1. Two cases will then be 
studied in Chapters 6 and 7, as polarised examples of landscape interruption in order to 
test the viability of a single theoretical framework to respond to such physically and cul-
turally diverse landscapes. This polarisation of the selected case conditions is outlined in 
Table 2. 
 
Table 2: Comparative conditions of the two cases 
 
 
The evaluation of the Theoretical Framework through these polarised cases of interruption 
enables what Yin calls “theoretical replication”, in which contrasting conditions are inves-
tigated and generalised back to the same theoretical proposition [7]. This will be expressed 
in the evaluation and redevelopment of the Theoretical Framework in Chapter 8. Through 
this research process, the contribution of the concept of Reconnecting the Interrupted 
Landscape will be evaluated. As previously stated, in order to establish the basis for ethi-
cally responsible design for reconnection, and for landscape architectural theory to assist 
in developing the concept, reviews of literature will be undertaken in Chapters 3 and 4 re-
spectively. 
 
Reviewing the Literature: The need for a new environmental 
ethic 
 
This research responds to an era in which the occurrence of landscape interruptions seems 
to be increasing. It is vital to respond in a ‘sustainable’ – an ethically responsible – man-
ner. From the early 1970s an environmental movement emerged in western nations 
recognising the imperative to rapidly adopt sustainable means of living and development 
[8]. Within this environmental movement, the need for a shift in environmental ethics has 
been recognised by many scholars. This shift is towards an ecocentric ethic, recognising 
the intrinsic value of ecological systems [9]. The literature reviewed in Chapter 3 will ex-
plore this proposition. The chapter will also explore my proposition that the ecocentric 
ethic be expanded to recognise the implicit role of culture as part of ecosystems, to form 
Occurrence and response in developing East Occurrence and response in developed West 
Post-interruption: recovery implementation in early 
stages (2004-2006) 
Post-interruption: design implementation established 
(1991-2006) 
Post-interruption: little distinct landscape architectural 
response (as known to date) 
Post-interruption: strong landscape architectural re-
sponse 
Post-interruption: little/no built fabric remained Post-interruption: built fabric remained 
Interruption: rapid time-period (1 day) Interruption: lengthy time-period (90 years) 
Interruption: non-human Interruption: human-made 
Pre-interruption landscape recent (pre Dec 2004) Pre-interruption landscape over a century ago (pre 
1901) 
Post-disaster landscape: Coastal village in south-
western Sri Lanka
Post-industrial landscape: Duisburg-Nord Country 
Park, Duisburg, Germany 
the ideological basis of ethically responsible landscape design. The literature is not dis-
cussed in detail in this paper: what is presented is the preliminary central idea. 
 
The concept of “Sustainable development” as proposed in the 1980 World Conservation 
Strategy received support from many world governments [10]. It was defined as the 
“modification of the biosphere and the application of human, financial, living and non-
living resources to satisfy human needs and improve the quality of human life” [11]. The 
focus was, and has since been, on the meeting of human needs as the driving force behind 
environmental conservation. Within this focus, the non-human world operates as what 
Meinig calls “landscape as Artifact”; in which the environment exists solely as a backdrop 
to human endeavour, having no agency of its own [12]. 
 
This ethical position is considered by many to be an inadequate response to the global en-
vironmental condition. Milbrath argues that humans have evolved a “dominator society”, 
an unsustainable civilisation engaged in the destruction of its own environment [13]. He 
proposes the adoption of a collective ethic in which the preservation of ecosystem viability 
is the first step to averting this destruction [13]. Similarly, Kothari argues that global pro-
nouncements about sustainable development have been largely rhetorical, and that it is 
essential for sustainable development to rest on an ethical shift, not primarily on techno-
logical or economic shifts [14]. Rather than a new environmental ethic, Thompson argues 
for a “paradigm shift” toward a social ethic of sustainability. In this, localised actions in-
crementally contribute toward globally sustainable human life [15]. This research project 
aims to clarify an environmental ethic which is aligned with Milbrath and Kothari’s ideas, 
whilst also recognising the pragmatism of Thompson’s view. At present I call this an ex-
panded ecocentric ethic. 
 
Towards an Expanded Ecocentric Ethic 
 
Environmental ethics developed as a distinct sub-branch of moral philosophy after the 
1949 publication of Leopold’s seminal essay The Land Ethic [15]. Leopold’s fundamental 
premise is that ethics have evolved in the context of individual humans operating as mem-
bers of communities, and that the land ethic “enlarges the boundaries of the community to 
include soils, waters, plants, and animals, or collectively: the land” [16]. This position is 
today known as ecocentrism. The range of commonly accepted environmental ethical po-
sitions is divided into two categories: anthropocentrism, and non-anthropocentrism, within 
each of which are two sub-positions [15], as depicted in Figure 2. 
Egocentrism 
Regards the non-
human world as 
a resource-base 
for human con-
sum
Homocentrism 
Values the non-
human world as 
a resource-base 
for human con-
sum
Biocentrism 
Regards all sen-
 
Fig 2: The range of commonly accepted environmental positions. Adapted from [15]. 
ption ption 
tient life forms as 
morally equal 
 
Subset: Biocentric 
Egalitarianism 
Regards all life 
forms as morally 
e
Ecocentrism 
Ascribes moral 
value not to 
individual 
organisms, but 
to ecosystems 
Anthropocentrism 
Places humans at the centre of the moral universe 
Non-anthropocentrism 
Regards all living things as having intrinsic moral value 
qual
Thompson argues that there is a “weak homocentrist” underpinning to sustainable devel-
opment, in which non-human entities are acknowledged to have intrinsic value, but less 
than that of humans [15]. I propose that ‘weak homocentrism’ be placed at one end of a 
continuum of commonly accepted environmental ethical positions, with biocentrism at the 
other end. It is my contention that an ecocentric environmental ethic does not lie upon this 
continuum at all, but occupies a separate moral territory. Precedent for this contention is 
found in the work of Sylvan. Sylvan argues that Leopold’s ideas are an extension of the 
ethical continuum to include the physical environment, and that this is not an adequate re-
sponse to environmental contingencies. He argues that a change in ethics is needed, rather 
than an extension [17]. Leopold acknowledges that humans have utilised land as a re-
source with few ethical qualms, and thus, Sylvan argues, ethical extensions to 
homocentrism are ineffective. Quite a different ethical perspective is required, within 
which the resource-based view of land is considered “morally” wrong [17]. 
 
Sylvan argues that ascribing ‘value’ to an entity implies that it has ‘rights’, and that this 
cannot be stated of any non-sentient, nor many sentient entities, as rights are accompanied 
by responsibilities and concerns. However, he does argue that people can relate to all other 
entities through their own sense of responsibility and concern [17]. This suggests the need 
for an environmental ethic in which it is the relationships between entities that are to be 
regarded with primary responsibility and concern. In an expanded ecocentric ethic, as pro-
posed in this research, the intrinsic value of entities arises from their existence as parts of 
systems, with varying levels of responsibility within these systems. Sylvan’s concern re-
garding the ascribing of value to all entities can perhaps be answered with environmental 
historian and philosopher Merchant’s subtle distinction that: “All things in the cosmos as 
well as humans have moral considerability” (emphasis added) [9]. This can impute value 
without necessarily demanding responsibility and concerns. 
 
Merchant positions ecocentric ethics within a cosmological sphere, as arising from a “ho-
listic, rather than mechanistic metaphysics” [9]. Ecocentrism looks to ecological 
processes for ethical guidance, however, it is also based in a view that science is no longer 
able to be considered free of subjective values [9]. Merchant has drawn on the work of 
scientists and philosophers to outline five assumptions of ecocentrism: 
 
1. Everything is connected to everything else. … 
2. The whole is greater than the sum of the parts. … 
3. Knowledge is context-dependent …each part at any instant takes its meaning 
from the whole. … 
4. The primacy of process over parts. …systems in which matter and energy are 
constantly being exchanged with the surroundings. … 
5. The unity of human and nonhuman nature [9]. 
 
In expanding this ecocentric ethic, what is proposed in this research project is not an ethic 
in which the culturally constructed binary of ‘human’ and ‘non-human’ operates or is rela-
tivised as in biocentrism, or indeed ecocentrism. These categories are not of primary 
importance; it is complex systems which are the focus of ethical value, and these systems 
are intricate interweavings of the human and non-human, the ecological-cultural land-
scape. The next task toward developing Chapter 3 will be to review literature in the field 
of systems ethics. 
 
Merchant’s statement that an ecocentric ethic values the “unity of human and nonhuman 
nature” [9], suggests that such an ethic can indeed be expanded to incorporate the ‘natu-
ralness’ of culture, and the ‘culturalness’ of nature. This possibility will be investigated in 
this research project to establish an ideological basis for ethically responsible design. 
 
Reviewing the Literature: Contemporary landscape architec-
tural theory and practice 
 
In seeking to respond to interrupted landscapes, it is their connections into the total eco-
system that can be recognised as ‘interrupted’ and addressed through locally specific 
design. O’Riordan and Stoll-Kleeman suggest the dynamic nature of such ecosystems 
[18]; and it is recent design work in landscape architecture, responsive to this dynamism 
and complexity and to the ethical and practical imperatives of the current global environ-
mental situation, that will be reviewed in Chapter 4. This review will contribute to the 
evaluation and expansion of the concept of Reconnecting the Interrupted Landscape into 
an initial theoretical framework in Chapter 5. The work of a series of leading international 
landscape architects will be reviewed, following a thread drawn from ecological design 
through systems aesthetics to new landscape strategy design approaches. This work is ar-
guably based in an expanded ecocentric ethic, taking hybrid ecological-cultural systems as 
their operational metaphor. Presented here is only a small sample of the literature to be 
reviewed. 
 
Ecological Landscape Design 
 
Lyle proposes that ‘landscape’ is the “visible manifestation of an ecosystem”. Only when 
designed landscapes manifest underlying ecological processes can they be described as 
having “deep forms” [19], expressive of the meeting of the binary oppositions of science 
and art, reality and appearance, human mind and nature [19]. Lyle proposes a reworking 
of Sullivan’s “form ever follows function” [20], into “Form Follows Flow”, in which form 
reflects a complex mesh of changing, adapting processes, a ‘flow’, rather than a discrete 
function [19]. 
 
Lyle proposes the dissolution of the separation of humans and nature which he argues 
landscape design has been promoting for at least 200 years [19]. He recognised that land-
scape architecture is not only about the design of physical nonhuman systems, but 
necessarily incorporates the design of social and political systems [21]. Indeed McHarg, 
who placed the idea of ecology as a basis for design on the landscape architectural agenda 
in 1969 [22], based his work on the notion that landscape architecture has erroneously 
served as a handmaiden to an attitude of “dominion” over the nonhuman world, ordering 
and subjugating the earth [28]. He expressed the vision of ecological design as “enhancing 
the creative fit of man-environment, realizing man’s design with nature” [23]. 
 
Corner argues, however, that ecological design is enmeshed in the language of the binary 
construct of nature-culture, and that ecology itself is a cultural construct through which we 
understand and communicate about the nonhuman world [2]. He proposes that a new 
“creative ecology” is needed – an aesthetic which enables alternative relationships of na-
ture and culture to evolve rather than be designed [2]. This suggests an aesthetic which 
could operate on the foundation of an expanded ecocentric ethic, such as Meyer’s “systems 
aesthetics” [1]. 
 
Systems Aesthetics 
 
Such an ethic and aesthetic informs the work of Meyer, who identifies the Western tradi-
tional polarisation of the “man-made and natural” as a false relationship of subject and 
object [1]. She deconstructs this relationship, recasting it as “human nature” and “nonhu-
man nature” which occupy the poles of a continuum. She argues that a “land ethic” and 
design aesthetic should operate in the space between these poles, in a realm of “hybrids, 
relationships, and tensions” [1]. Meyer does, however, agree with the exponents of eco-
logical design that humans are part of nature and express themselves through what we 
refer to as culture: “Our built works on the land, like the theories we construct, are human 
interpretations of ourselves and the natural world” [1]. 
 
The product of Meyer’s design aesthetic can be defined through the construct of the “land-
scape cyborg – a hybrid of human and nonhuman natural processes, of the mechanical 
and the organic” [1]. Previous conceptions of the cyborg have cast it as a “coupling” of 
opposites [24]. However, Meyer’s notion is influenced by the work of Haraway, who situ-
ates the cyborg as a form synthesised within the spaces of the human nature–nonhuman 
nature continuum, wherein there are flows and overlaps across perceived boundaries [1], 
[24]. Haraway proposes a move from “Nature/Culture” to “Fields of Difference”: to ob-
jects and spaces which are neither natural nor unnatural. She argues for “networks” instead 
of dichotomous relationships of dominant and submissive elements [24]. Meyer refers to 
the design aesthetic operating within this space as a “systems aesthetic … concerned with 
the relationships between things, not the things themselves” [1]. When the landscape is 
interrupted, the total aesthetic, manifesting the total ecosystem, is dramatically altered, as 
the connections within systems are severed or impaired. A design aesthetic of strategy and 
form responsive to relationships is an ethically responsible design aesthetic, which would 
respond to the reconnective needs of such landscapes. 
 
Landscape Strategy Design: Enacting a systems aesthetic 
 
In Corner’s proposals for landscape strategy design, the ideas of an expanded ecocentric 
ethic and of Meyer’s systems aesthetic find one of several recent expressions in landscape 
architectural practice. Corner’s approach to landscape is one of designing “strategies ... 
catalytic frameworks that might enable a diversity of relationships to create, emerge, net-
work, interconnect, and differentiate”, rather than of discrete design ‘solutions’. He states 
that this would be a “truly ecological landscape architecture” [2]; suggesting that rather 
than creating a representation of ecological processes, he proposes to design the conditions 
for the processes themselves to occur. 
 
Corner’s firm, Field Operations, recently lead a multidisciplinary team to develop Fresh 
Kills Park: Lifescape, the draft Master Plan for a 2,200 acre landfill site on Staten Island, 
New York [25]. The site will become a public park incorporating trails; creeks and wet-
lands; a monument to the events of September 11th, 2001; wildlife reserves; and cultural 
amenities [26]. Doherty summarises the strategy design approach to developing Lifescape: 
 
…landscape becomes a catalyst, where it is not just a process or a series of 
processes, but an initiator of many processes each capable of hybridising and 
spreading. Landscape projects are both part of a very much bigger whole and 
a key component of that whole capable of transforming it [22]. 
 
As a way of enacting a systems aesthetic, landscape strategy design does not aim to repre-
sent the multifaceted complexity of total ecosystems; rather it aims to facilitate the 
development or continuation of relationships between the unmediated cosmos, and local-
ised systems and forms [2]. Lifescape is to be understood as a process, rather than as a 
‘design’. Corner argues that a landscape on such a scale cannot be ‘designed’ in total, but 
must be “grown”, as in seeding, cultivating, propagating and evolving” [26], reflecting 
the processes of ecological succession in which conditions are “seeded” – establishing an 
ecological state which paves the way for the next state – and so on. This is applied both 
literally and metaphorically in Lifescape, wherein techniques of industrial agriculture are 
employed to stabilise and reinvigorate the organic health of the site, coupled with organic 
soil-making processes and successional planting: human interventions adopting the proc-
esses of non-human systems [26]. The designer must let go of attachments to results which 
are entirely predictable, and embrace the role of landscape design as the creation of poten-
tial [27]. 
 
Corner’s approach suggests a move beyond the representation-oriented approach of many 
landscape architects [22]. However, like Thompson, Corner is ultimately a pragmatist, and 
strategy does not take the place of form in landscape design: it is the media through which 
strategy is expressed. He argues that the job of landscape architects is no longer to create 
images of possible landscapes, but to “facilitate, instigate, and diversify” the actual mak-
ing of landscapes [26]. To Corner, the act of designing is “performative”, concerned with 
techniques of “enabling, unfolding”, moving away from landscape amelioration and 
scene-making toward strategising in order to spark processes and relationships [28]. 
 
Corner is not actually rejecting the making of images, but questioning the processes of im-
age-making. He argues that they should be used less as passive representations, and 
become an active part of the design process [28]. Indeed, Lyle argues that the focus on vis-
ual image in landscape design leads to the creation of “shallow” forms [19], which operate 
merely as surface decoration. Corner argues that in the West metaphor and image are often 
mistaken for mere representations of reality; whereas to him they are constituents of cul-
tural reality, and thus can be harnessed as agents for the invention of new realities [2]. 
 
In proposing this approach, Corner believes that landscape architects should look to ecol-
ogy, not for technique, but for metaphor; for “ideational, representational, and material 
implications with respect to cultural processes and evolutionary transformation” [2]. The 
strategy designer attempts to enact an ecological-cultural process within a total ecosystem, 
within the spaces in between the human – nonhuman continuum. Corner proposes the ar-
tistic processes of collage and montage as having vocabularies complementary to that of 
ecological process. These may offer methodological approaches allowing for analysis and 
metaphorical exploration, and enabling design processes in which disparate elements and 
system layers can be brought into relationships which are productive [2], [28]. In this re-
search project they may create the potential for ethically responsible design for landscape 
reconnection. 
 
The literature to be reviewed in Chapter 4 of my PhD dissertation challenges traditional 
modes of landscape architecture, and operates in a quite new sphere of thinking and prac-
tice. This work is recognised as having not yet been much theorised, and this research 
project will make a significant contribution to the developing body of knowledge and ap-
plication through the further development of these ideas into a theoretical framework to 
support the design of interrupted landscapes. 
Conclusion 
 
The challenge for this research project is to avoid the prescription of universal design solu-
tions or rules; rather it will develop a flexible theoretical framework for design which is 
responsive to local specificities. This framework will support a landscape design approach 
recognising relationships, wherein ecological and cultural polarities are interwoven or 
even blurred. This paper has presented the concept of Reconnecting the Interrupted Land-
scape, proposing its further development and the evaluation of its potential contribution to 
a broadened concept of interruption. It has argued that this rest on the foundation of an 
expansion of the ecocentric ethic to value the ‘naturalness’ of humans and the ‘cultural-
ness’ of nature. Lastly, this paper has presented some contemporary approaches to 
ethically responsible landscape architecture which may provide methods to facilitate the 
reconnection of interrupted landscapes. This sets the frame of the field within which this 
PhD research will occur, and to which it will contribute. 
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